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; ~ st pupils from ethnic and racial simority -
onoaic. groups. As an ezasple of the learning
ised by most States, Texasts eral svceial,_
nts and specific criteria for the .
ties are given, in light
T in&tion in the asstts-oat ‘proce ned. The -
tion is based on a systes that .compares children
rs 'in the same cultural q:oupiug.»lpﬁoaaed are various”
«yat'of lcarning disabilities. (DLS) .
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Since ‘this paper is supposed to present issuee that S

impuct on assessment in a way that will spark a diséus— .
eion on nondiscriminatory assessment, I uavs elected tek"'
» o present a few thoughts in the form of & quasi-positien
---~; paper. Tbe position I wi11 set forth is that in ,
r general the individual requiraments that allow a ‘stu-
dent to be classified as ‘1earning disabled‘are subtle L .
but signiticant contributors to an assessment that dis-
K criminatee‘ gainst pupils from ethnic and racial minor-
ﬁity“groups ‘not to?mentionrpupils from' low eocieeconomic‘5
o groups. It is not my intent in ‘this presentation to .
support this position with a lot of data or any exten- |

sive research findings. 1 simply want to set forth the -

e o

-

position for discussion and then let. the data and re-

:.searcﬁ speak for themselves either in support of or

} ' against the position. I will, however, cite several

.. references that seem relevant.
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ﬂy position is based, to some extent on the procedures
tor assessing the learning disabled that I have observed
1n T%xas. Bat neither the position nor the paper are - ln
~ sny 'ay intended to be an accusation ot those praeticee { ‘w"fg
X_f\:i and procedures used in Texas. There is no question that ‘
\}.a"the*state of Texas has been an exemplar in the field of e
Vo comprehen31ve servlces to handicapped pupils.. @hie has

'heen true with respect to the learning disabled as well »

e

- e e e o S e

.. a8 for the more traditional handicapping categories. | ;
Bnt the field of 1earning~disabilities is very young. , B

’ and the definition, as well as the resulting'means of «
~ 3

assessment are less than 10 years old Iuch work must

-be done to determine\not only‘the best way to evaluate
) the degree and nature of a2 child's learning disability,{"
; but also to decide whether the concept. o}’ learning dis~‘ ‘:‘“ o
abilities is a vlable one. So it is"withont reserva- |

tion that I use tlie information from my‘experience'in

<4

Texas. since I am most familiar with the way it 18 dohe
thereyﬁ I should point out however that the eligibll-:.__
1ty»criteria ‘used in Texas to place children in classes -
’ . for the 1earning disabled are quiteﬂsimilar to those of
"7 nost other states (NASDSE, 1976} Rosen, Minisi, & B
pashman, 1975; Appendix A). . ’ o
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In Texas. as well as in every othef’state where there

Y

. ‘“u e programs for the.bandicapped a child has to meet
::« . uir-nmw eriteria to he’ eligible_for special education~

{* . o:' y kind. . Then the child must meet additional spe-
ligibility requirements for the purticular handi- -

‘*a;pping condition under' which the child will be served
I "The generyl eligibility requirements for .the, state of ‘

= Tbxas are shown below, Iollowed 1mnmdiately by. thé spe- B

Y A
. s‘;i eitic eligib lity criteria for the eafegory of Language .
° e y Oe g sf,‘:\bv‘
and/or Learning Disabilities (L/LD). . ) s 2
. General Divectives for Determ1nigg __p -

Eligibility

. The general irectives which- are established N «
- by the Commigsioner of Educdtion and which C-
n"" ., are'used in determining pupil eligibility
S in special edugcation programs for exoeptional

.. ohildren are ‘listed below: o :

(1) Pupil iden fication data shall in- .
clude name, \sex, and evidence of 1ega1 _ -
age for the rogram " ) B
; (2) 'Fon,each pupi receiving special ‘edu-
3 " . . cation- serviceg,. there shall be a . » o
= _ . written educational plan and evidence k R S
: ' of the pupil's eed for service. . o o -

(3) ‘There shall be written® reports on - . G
. vision and hearing screening tests A
prior to admission to speciai educa- y

tion programs.

1
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(4) ‘Assignment to special education pro- '
v grams for exceptional children shall
be made upon the recommendation of an °
o Admission, Review and Disnissul °
" . Committee, . b
R
(5) School districts shall not assign na-.
tional origin-minority group.pupils
) _-; (or linguistically differeat pupils)
s to spécigl educdtion classes on the,
‘ : basis of criteria which was developed
LT solely upon the command of the English
language.

i

i

"(6) Pupils may not be placeﬁ tn special
education services if the only deti—
ciencies identified are directly - .

. att®lbutable tq a different culturaL |

s - life style, or not having had educa-
\ tional opportunities, or not having

. achieved from previous educational
experiences. - -

. s - (7) Admittance to and maintenance in.any
. special education program shall be on
N . & trial basis., _
\T’_ (8) ' An snnual review of the appropriate-
' ness of each child's continued -adsign-
-ment to special educatiou services as
. . evidenced by progress or lack of it - . '
-shall be made by an Admission, Review, ~
and Disnissal ‘Committee. ’

-
i)
*

+

- (9) All special .education assignments
- must be comprehensively reappraised -
at least every three years 1! assign- : #
ments. to special education services .
i continue beypnd ‘three years (TEA '
e « 1973, pp. 7-8).°

.
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igggific 311§1b111t§ Criteiia'for Determin- -

The specitic eligibility criteria which ;re
established by the.Commissioner of Education
and which are uged in determining pupil eli-
gibility in special education programs for

. ‘ : exceptional children are describad in the

- e ‘ .following citegories;

. " LANGUAGE AND/OR LEARNING DISABILITIEB \

1. Written report of asseasment showing
A\ . ' - -total intellectual functioning ‘not
U more than two standard deviation \

PR l, - units below the norm. d ] °
‘2.- A written report of assessment re~
vealing evidence of a deficit or .
deticits in one or more.of the basic
psychological. learning processes of
- auditory, visual, or haptic proces-
______ sing, intersensory integration and/or :
- ‘ concept formation. . (\w~
3. A written report of educaticnal assess-
ment substantiating a discrepancy be- ‘
-y = tween age level expectancy and current
_ . educational performance. This cri-
“ terion may nof necessarily apply to
pupils ages .3 through £ years of age. . °

4. .Documented evidence must be offéred to
' - indicate that the child's léarning - .
style deviates so markedly from the »
norm of his 'age group that he requires
. special education ihtervention. S

5. Physician's written report of ggneral‘
‘ medical . eva%uation (TEA 1973 p. 11).

[

3 . ’
The definition for Language and/or Learning Disabili-
ties used in Texas is very similar(to:tbe definition

A . used in mdét states and to onet which was prepared back




in the mid-sixties by the founders of the legrpihg.dis—

7ahiiities movement (Appendix A). Since -the above gen-

eriI and specitic‘critérfa rest on the def{gifipn,’it T

needs -to be stated alsp to put the criteria into pén~ ST

spective. It is as follows: ‘ ‘

- . LANGUAGE AND/OR: LEARNING DISABLED children co
who are so deficient in the acquisition of R —

v language -and/or learning skills including, .. - -
but not limited to, the ability to reason,
think, speak, read, write, spell, or to

+ ¢ ing disabled children" shall .apply to chil- ° =

-

. ‘.. make mathematical calculitions, as identi- _

fied by educational and/or psychological - A
and/or medichl diagnosis that they must be. T | SR
‘provided special services for éducitional g .
progress. The term "language and/or learn- - o

—

dren diagnosed as having specific develop- ° o
mental dyslexia (TEA, 1973, p. 4). T

Stu&y groups, task forces, and comhittéeg'are studying : 'i )

the defifiitions,, the means of assegshent, and other

issues relating to the learning disabilifies concept.
A , \ .

The number of such studies is increasing largely be-

o

L] R - -
cause of concerns surrounding the limited funding avail-

able for the education of the learnihg dissbled. But
for the purpose of this paper, it will suffice to.say
that up until fecently, at least, fhe definition: and

Lthe eligibility criteria %hown.agéye have been quite

characteristic, and will serve as the basis for discus-

sion. . 4

b
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not. mental retardation (since the childr’n tnyolved had
v
uormal intelligence or above) and could nqt be referred

to as brain damage since few, if any, of the ttaditional‘ ‘i.

T

"

= aymptoms of minimal brain dysfunction were observable.
S 4~-«60nsequent1y, ‘the concept of LD originated.aa a.theoret-uw —

ieal cltssification of children with sueb wi -rangieg

'y

I ology. T submit that the eoncept has ‘not progressed be- h K
_— yond that state even to this day. -

T . - ¥
- Another reason for the emergence of the LD move

'Y l

.
A4 4

in some instances it was asserted that these classi

‘tications were used to séparate certain groups from the e i

,' ' mainstream of education. However, with the emergedce

W
-

e of the civil rights movement, it ’'was becoming more snd

«

— more difficu_lt to isolate 2 child in ‘this way, 'and -thus,

©

' the chanceof a pupil's being saddled with é life-long

£, . °
3
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\ } rgence of the LD movement.qit could well be that the s
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i egory wa§ used to" promulgate the' most sdbtle tonp of°

\

—y—

"

[y

- e N A "

vy

T L

ST ncen 4 .

B L B
.

fﬁis sort'of"discrimination ‘to date, " T

L)
at .

° . oo, ~ T ' * . .
- . . Y
- ’

For one thint’ the new label was relatively Qopular, 80
’ -\

\it was\almost a privilege to get assigned to a class

for the learning disabled "But in the final analysis .

. \50'

thsre may be questions about the, ease with which.dif-

% terent ethn!é and racial groups mmve iato and Out of
z‘ -\‘
{ _classes for the learding disabled. It would.be inter-

ﬁ' esting to study the taciaI‘proportions of pupila»re—. Y

.. turned to mainstream eduoation after haviag been placed

‘22::-

- in an LD class. wOuld we find that minority group
children, when "blessed" with the LD classification,

B =N

A

stﬁy ih speeial education for a- longer period (if not’

°

R

forever) than do nonminority children? In Texas theYe

has been a dramatic iucrease in the number of" pupils

TR ITT Ve o
.

placed in LD classes "since thg incsption of the cate-_

gory in 1970. But no .one has* seriously questioned the

' -
¢ s
.

racial proportions of ,this new group.

* K

- -
. .

As stated'earlier, in order for a child to recEive spe~
, - +4n AN

eial education services needed because 0f a learning

A \ : . ) .
disability, the child must meet all the eligibility

®
.
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T eriteria--botb genera; ‘and specific.' In my opinion, ' I

every one of the, five D eligibility criteria required s

D i

“1 . in Thxas are relatively easy to find in d\rng1 ch11¢renu '” .

R D

TR trom the ethnic and racial minority groups <hat cbarac- -~ T

terize large Eesmenth ot the-Texae public school popu-

lntion. That is to say, it is quite normal for‘u child R

xrom a rdbial or ethnic minority group, not to-mention l‘ ' n-

-\|.

the lower socioeconodic groups, to exhibit character-

etics that would match the eIigibility criteria for | 1 "
placement in special educat on hp ] child Buffering . ‘
rfat-a leerning disabilit& It is my' intent o show ':'

that normal miaority gronp ehildren can exhibit nll e

‘¢ &£ le . .t

tive of»these symptoms cr " g' oo

. R
(. . [
' . ' . . .8 .
- .
. . A . .,
n “ - .- e
AJ - : . .
- - .

Eligibility criterion No. 1 requires norma;»intelli--
gence; so there is certainly no quéstion thatnthia,eri- -

terion can be met by normaf membere of minority groups. .
Ve . v » c . : . . A

. °ln order to meet eligibility criterion No: 2 a child : ‘ at;

mnst by deiduition demonsirate a Yearning process
deticit. Putting aside the faot that.no one knows what

a learning process is, therefore making it impossible v, T

to measure or té determine a deficit the faot remains

that it is. typical ‘for-a chil& from a mlnority groupuor

~ ‘f a lower socioeconomic population to\demonstrate a




e ' -

lignlticantly higher rate of "le: wrning process deficits"

B thnn it is for children from nonminority popul%t1°n3-
: 3 TR 1.
N ~ I

According to eligibility criterion No. 3 cbildren.must

°

X

shew ‘s significant deticit in academic achievement be-

]

lov that which could normally be, expected for a child-

} . their age (chronological or mental age makes littie —-

-

, ‘ﬁ difterence here) EVeryone knows that children.fron N '.

ethnic minority grouns and low socieeconeude stetus .

populations score lower on measures of academic achiave—

» .

ment. Furthermore, if you use the mental age ss‘the -

" indicator °f what should be expected and, tnerefore, as

the baseline for fignring what a deficit would be, you

run Anto the endless problems o! making sure you have

. an adequcé;gmeasu;e of ‘nental age., (Assqming, for ex- g

LN

¢ e, that the standard measure ot mental ‘age is usu- .

o

al‘y the same measure as that used to determine the

1"';?1eve1 of intelligence,zyou have already demonstr§ted

that tge child has 5 normal .gental age when you ascribed

. normal intelligence to the child under eligibility cri-

'terion No. 1 ) Also any significant def: cit in academ-~

. . ic achievement wculd have to be considered in light of .

the ethnic and rap*al population before it would be

meaningful To my knowledge;there:is ne adequa.e way ., -
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or oae reason or enothe‘r (e g. A sick:nesb. wi-
Either or _.hot:h 'Qt m con-

'

general eligibility criteria No. 6.

N

& Y
. [P S

e, e T e 4

With respect to eliggbﬂity eriter:lon No 4 the case

18 more subtle, but clearer in light o! th‘e :tolleung
‘Saveral points relating go the lea.rning styleg of b&ack .
e.h:lldren- will serve as. examplee here. There 13 evidence
" {Gay * Abrahams, 1973; lbrahags & a‘ro&ke, 1972) that
. the n‘a,tural lea.rning styles of black e&dren ditfer
” -significantly from those of Anglo ehildren.: ‘Purther-—

.

.more, many learning styles specit:lc to the black cul--

.

<




traditionally ‘Anglo learning styles might be congidered
aherrant and unable to learn in the average school -set~

. B An equivalent ease ‘can certainly be made ﬂor the
/~ o ﬂbxiean-&merican child coee

.ﬁ”"ﬁﬁisequently, & photograph of & elassroem centuining

®

- one black child would be documented evidenee eaough to

e

establish a-difference in learnipf‘style. .But ! um sure
eVeryone will: agree that such doeumentatian wenld he ao
“"discriminating as to he absnrd. In overetating the -

A\

case in ‘this way 1 am only trsing to dramatize the pos-

sible Iact that much, if not most of the evidenee pre»

sentty'being~nsed-to—estabiishwe%igibilitynopwthia_pnz_

ticular criterion is 80 culture beund as to render tt

nseless 1n light of the general eligibility criter1¢
7 NO. 6-‘ "’

- That brings us to eligibility.criterioq No. 'S5’ which
.like No. 1 is not really aeﬂel;éibiiity critegion'in%
the same sense as Nos. 2-4; since a genéiaihmedica&
-eValuation is not: a symptom of any handicapping condi- -
- tion, but rather a requirement for admission to the

category.

. . .
Y

8o there are actually three specificleligibiiiﬁy re-
-.quirements for L/LD that can theoretically be associated

- . :

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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“‘;msasured) thns seems absurd to say the least

]

<

It 13 not my intention to create a problem where non
f=~; exists; 1 believe we ‘are, entering an era where these

kinds of issues will be raised witlit;mcxeaa,i ‘

*; am sure that many will agree tnat‘it maées godd sense
to_anticipate weaknesses in our present policies and to
‘éorrect them before they are.pointéd out tofué_in léss

favorable circumstances. In the,take of Public Law 93-

,380, and now 94-142, these kinds of issues will become

even more prominent. For exd&ple, one of the most pop-
ular movements 1n aSaessment today is the trend toward
,epsessing'a child’s capabilities in lizht of differences
1n his cultural lifefstyle. The System of Huiticulturaln
° Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) is a prime example
(Iercer & Lewis, 1977).

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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any di!ference that children exhibit which is basicelly

ﬂue to their cultural life—style should be viewed is

redncing their chancee bi-special clase placement rather

thnﬂ increasing them. You may argue, and rightly so,

‘ffﬁit we already have policies Junder- the "generalfeli-/'\~“f““”fé?~
gibility criteria“ which nhduld handle this sort of ' y i T

\ﬂung” I will counter_ by siinpiy asking which ¢ne of ' .1
the tive apecific eligibility criteria for. L/LB cannot |

be diecounted -for minority grouﬁ children cn the - basis

-

of the general eligibility criteria - and yet we have

seen the largest growth-ﬁn epecial educaticn'e history

within the classes for the learning disabled including
ra « 4
. u large percentage of minority children, The question

-

- - is, first of all of course, do learning disabilities

%\ exist? If so how do we identify -them without running

the risk of isolating a culturally different child who
¥

appears learning disabled in one respect but in fact

ie exhibiting behaviors quite normal’ :or his other

cultural group.: For example, if .1 had = bfnck child of

4'~ normal intelligence, general medical evaluation in’ hand

-

several yeare beﬁind academically, showing aedeficit in ,‘ e

ene or more of the’ learning proceSses (as ) sently

A3 +

aﬁaessed) and exhibiting a learning style deviation, L b

©  this child would be eligible for an LD placementg but

. N N ‘ . . ‘
¢ . i - N M

4 s




L since“all of these symptoms can oe-explained in terms

q

<

o o! cultural ditference, "how do I know if the child is
; f: really learning disabled or not? As it stands ‘now,

ii-ea? AIJkuLx_thisk4mﬁrﬂﬂﬂumdsmi“prorosﬁfﬁﬁiIs-have either :
| tho tools or the skills to dif!erentiate (it 1t is fhe ol.DC
ff‘;r “aeed possible at all). °

5. -

;,“ One solution to the problem would be to use the L/1D
““\\\eategory to replace the MBI category in Texns (lab in
-other states) because we require anmsdieal evaluation .-
.ahowing positive neurologrcal rindings which indicate
that a: dysfunction is present and because normal intel-

. -ligence is also required for an MBI classificution. ’

QZ;% . II the stigma attached to the MB? label .is. part of the :

" .

origin of the L/LD category, then let us simply use- the
eligibility criteniarfor'uBI and relabel them L/LD At
SO least then the popul¥tion would be identifiable by some
more operationally definable symptoms though admittedly

that category was abused also before there-was an L/LD * ¢

. ,

slot to place children in.

“ N 4

But, if, as 1 suspect the¥impetes ior brihging about
o b such a category is the setting apart or children who
demonstrate certain ‘educational handicaps, then,l say !
we have created a- monster that we are going to be sorry

7

- ¢
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iy hunch is that where blacks used to be placed

"in classes for the mentally retarded (and to_some,exp

" temt for the emotionally disturbed and the grimglly

[}

fthe

-Mresource TOoom and classified L/LD, ,16;; have we gained:

-

N

'ment and labéling purposes. Add to that the. generally
[ *
.accepted deficit of two standard,deviations below the

AT this is the case? T L

2

* ) X p ) '
A more realistic solution,ehowever,-since it is probably

I *

’*notwpossible:to eliminate a cateéory sbnearefully im-

planted in the fabric and politics o?f the educational

‘system,‘would be to apply something similar to uercer s

system Such a system compares children only with other

4.\

;children in th same cultural grouping when attempting

‘to determine he s1gnificance of a deficit for place-

\

mean and apply it,t05§he\first'four eligibility require-'L
',ments rather than to just the‘first one.; If this sort ‘
ot thing were done then only thoae children who fe11

~;two standard deviations below the mean in 2 measure of

learning procees, academic achievement and learning

;style (however~we choase to define all of these) WITHIN

_'THEIR OWN CULTURAL GROUP would be eligible for assign-'

ment as a lahguage‘and/or learning disabled child

» | . . —.

. R - v » ~
A . B
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Appendix A

Definitions of Learﬁing Disabilities

o

°

Sud,

T |

-

e g T e

&
PRI

e A
‘.@H .»&.NW‘#}.#&«%&W%NMF

a S J
XN LI : ’
. - .
. .
- .
; =T
_ \
o
. i
. . > b
i e oL A 4 . P
BT . . .
i sl
-
¢ .o ' ¢ - ! - e
. ' o
> : ' ¢
~ ‘ _
. { . - .
,
’ N k« o
;\ €
0 . Y i N
.
N “ . o '
i . M ..
[ I -
; .
+ 1 - 0
, .o oo
. L]
- r ) ..
; .
! \ .
' - - ' AN o
) P . . \
o - -~
.. .
. a
!
. .

. k-3
>
a . ' -
> : : B
s . . s Y
P - £ -
- .
: ' 5 -
. 4 - .
N . . [
+ . 4 ’ '
> © N N . #
- - _ ¢
o ¢ o |
. R , 3 . ﬂ “
. - b - i
. ¢ i
. e o
. ) [ m
- - - . b _

R
“
3

Lol




.
i
[

! T
. -

ties and Interrelated .
sity; Evanst.m, I11Inois; .

Learning Disability refers to onre or more signifi-
. cant deficits in essential learning processes requiring
_special education techniques for remediation. Children
‘with a learning disability generaily demonstrate &
discrepancy between expected and actual achievement in
one or more areas, such as: spoken, read, or written
dnguage; mathematics; and spatial o-ientation. The .
glearning disability referred to is not imarily the - © . -,
resultlot sensory, -motor, iutellectual, or emoi%onal -
hanﬂicape, or lack of opportuaity to learn -t R

Deficits are defined in terms of accnpted diagnostic
procedures in education and psychology.

-

Essential learning processes are those currently
referred to in behavioral science as 'involving perception,
integration and expression, either vertgl or- non-verbal.

1

Special education techniques for remediation refers
to educational planning based on diagnastic procedures
+ and results. :

4

uultiple Handicap reters to, combinations of handicaps

(two or more of the following emotional disturbance,
learning disability, mental retardation, sensory or motor .
impairment) which interact to impede development and learn-
ing in ways which require special education services.
different from those required for children with a single
handicap. Such services are not ‘necessarily the sum 61 -

* programs and methodologies commonly used with ‘those having
single handicaps

Definition Accepted by the Divieion on Ch;}dren with -
\iLearning Disabilitres Council 4’or Exceptional C I ren,

. L4
;- vl . -

child with learning disadilities is ore with
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. c¢hildren whq have central nervous system dysfunction
- which is expressed primarily in impaired learning
efficiency.
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“First Annual Report, National Advisory Committee s S R m—
% ﬁdicaifed Children January, 1968, Health, Educaticn, '
118Ye .
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S Children with special learning disabilitiea eﬂhibit

& disorder in one or more af the basic psychological

processes involved in understanding-or in using spoken

or writted languages. These may be ‘manifested in .dis- .,
. orders of.listening, thinking, talking ;. reading, writing, _ -

spelling, or arithmetic. They 1nc1ade*%onditions which

have been referred to.as perceptusal. handicaps' ‘brain o s

injury’ miinimal brain dysfunction, dyslexisa, devclopmentul .

g_aphasin etc. They do not include lesrning problems TR
R . which are due primarily to to visudl, heariag or motor.handi-
" caps, to mental retarddtion, emotional disturbance or to
: anironmental disadvantages. . .
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